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relation to this object, the activity, that is, of love,
would come nearer than any other experience of ours
to what we might call a perfect Good ? "

" But," objected Leslie, " it is still far enough from
being the Good itself. For after all, say what you
may about the body being the medium of the soul,
it is still body, still sense, and, like other sensible
things, subject to change and decay, and in the end
to death. And with the fate of the body, so far as
we know, that of the person is involved. So that
this, too, like all other Goods of sense, is precarious.'*

" Perhaps it is," I said, " I cannot tell. But all
that I mean to maintain at present is that in the
activity of love, as we have analysed it, we have
something which gives us, if it be only for a moment,
yet still in a real experience, an idea, at least, a
suggestion, to say no more, of what we might mean
by a perfect Good, even though we could no^ say
that it be the Good itself."

"But what, then, would you call the Good itself? "

" A love, I suppose, which in the first place would
be eternal, and in the second all-comprehensive.
For there is another defect in love, as we know it,
to which you did not refer, namely, that it is a
relation only to one or two individuals, while outside
and beyond it proceeds the main current of our
lives, involving innumerable relations of a very
different kind from this."

"Yes," cried Ellis, "and that is why this gospel
of love, with all its attractiveness, which I admit,
seems to me, nevertheless, so trivial and absurd.
Just consider ! Here is the great round world with
all that in it is, infinite in time, infinite in space,